The present study was designed to investigate the effects of encounter group experience on hypnotizability. Thirty-four graduate students were assigned to three experimental encounter groups and one no-treatment control group. The encounter groups varied in the amount of interpersonal contact between group members. Equivalent forms of the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale were administered before and after the groups. Significant increases in hypnotizability occurred as a result of encounter group experience. Results were interpreted with regard to the interpersonal nature of group participation and with reference to previous findings. The value of hypnotic susceptibility as a measure of interpersonal behavioral change was considered. Tart (1970) has suggested that hypnotizability can be increased through exposure to a wide variety of therapeutic experience. He measured changes in hypnotizability scores for seven Resident Fellows at Esalen Institute over a 9-mo. period. These Fellows were engaged in a program which included bioenergetic analysis, directed imagery, sensitivity and encounter groups, Gestalt therapy, psychodrama, and sensory awareness. Tart reported moderate increases on the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale, Form C (Weitzenhoffer & Hilgard, 1962) and attributed these changes to the Esalen program.
Several methodological and conceptual inadequacies detract from Tart's conclusions: (a) there was no matched control group; (6) demand characteristics were poorly controlled; (c) the wide variety of training activities made it impossible to determine which one produced the effects; and (d) while the reported changes were significant, they were small and failed to warrant the conclusion that the Esalen Shapiro (1970) has demonstrated that differential cognitive and behavioral effects occurred as a result of different varieties of encounter group training. Three major types of group leadership have produced these changes: (a) intrapersonal; (b) interpersonal; and (c) a combination of intrapersonal and interpersonal leadership (mixed).
3 These three types of groups were compared in this study.
Although both self-report data and independent O's reports have indicated a wide variety of changes occurring as a function of encounter group participation, no data have reliably demonstrated that the cognitive behavior involved in hypnosis could be modified as a result of such experiences. Tart's conclusions, however, suggest the feasibility of such changes.
The present study was designed to confirm and extend Tart's conclusions with a more adequate methodology. A matched control group was included, the hypnosis scales were not presented as though they were dependent measures for group experiences, and only encounter group training was included.
There were three hypotheses. First, significant increases in hypnotic susceptibility were expected, to occur as a function of, encounter group training. Second, based on Shapiro and Gust's (1971) data indicating that cognitive change is positively correlated with the interaction Between members, the greatest increases in susceptibility were expected for the interpersonal group (B) and the smallest changes were anticipated for the intrapersonal group (A). Finally, no significant increases insusceptibility were expected for the control group 5s.
METHOD Subjects
Thirty volunteer University of Hawaii graduate students in one class in counseling psychology were matched for age, sex, and counseling experience and randomly assigned in equal numbers to three experimental groups. Ten volunteer students, matched for age, sex, and counseling experience, from an equivalent : class, but not involved in any group experience during ; this time, were assigned to the control condition. Since there were no pretest differences between experimental and control 5s, and since experimental and control 5s had equivalent graduate training and desire for group experience, it was presumed that there were no systematic differences between these groups. In support of the contention of equal motivation for group experience, it can be noted that 9 of the 10 control 5s volunteered to participate in groups within one semester of the pretest. Unfortunately, 4 of these individuals began their group experience during the experimental phase of this study. Hence, they had to be eliminated from the posttest data analysis. In addition, posttest data were unavailable for two experimental group 5s. Final numbers for the groups were: for Group A, n = 9; for Group B, n = 10; for Group C, n = 9; and for Group D (control), n = 6 (total n = 34).
Procedure
Prior to any group experiences, all 5s were individually administered the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale, Form A (Weitzenhoffer & Hilgard, 1959) by an experienced hypnotist. The hypnotist was unaware of the purposes and experimental conditions of the study. Similarly, 5s were not aware that the hypnotic sessions were related to their group participation and assured that they were volunteering their time in an unrelated experiment.
Each experimental group consisted of eight 2-hr, weekly sessions and one 10-hr, marathon session in an 11-wk. period. No member of the control group received any group experience during this period.
Three expert group leaders typifying different approaches to encounter groups were each chosen to lead one group. Since it was impossible to find one leader equally skilled in the techniques involved in all three approaches, it was decided that leader technique was a more important variable to control than was leader personality. Group A was typified by an approach emphasizing the intrapersonal problems of the group's members. Personal defense patterns were analyzed and all interactions were focused through the group leader.
Group B was typified by an approach emphasizing the interpersonal problems of the group members within the group setting. Interactional patterns were analyzed, and the leader encouraged communication between members.
Group C was typified by an approach combining the intrapersonal orientation to the interpersonal problems of the group members within the group setting. Group interaction patterns were encouraged and personal defense patterns were analyzed within the context of the group settings. Group interaction patterns were focused through the leader, who, to a large extent, functioned as a group member.
In order to clarify the differences between these three approaches, a common process episode, the development of sexual feelings, is presented. Sexual feelings between members were expressed in each of the three groups. The resolution of these feelings was handled in a substantially different way by each of the three leaders. In Group A (intrapersonal), the pertinence of these sexual feelings for the individual's personality patterns was discussed. The individual was asked to examine such sexual feelings as an intrapsychic conflict in need of resolution. The leader assumed the role of therapist in helping each individual "work through" these sexual conflicts.
By contrast, in Group B (interpersonal), the sexual feelings were treated as an inevitable function of people working closely together in groups. Members were encouraged to express these feelings to one another. The leader reinforced such sharing of personal feeling and assisted members in working out interpersonal conflicts that arose. Thus, the leader in Group B was primarily a facilitator of group process rather than a therapist, Finally, when sexual feelings arose in Group C (mixed), the leader asked the member to examine these feelings in terms of his (her) own life style. In this regard, the leader acted as therapist. However, once this examination was well underway, the group member was encouraged to confront these feelings as they occurred with regard to other group members. At this time, the leader became a group member and in this way facilitated interpersonal interaction, All groups met in a 12 X 16 ft. room that contained only a rug and pillows. In addition, each session was videotaped.
After the conclusion of the groups, all 5s were individually administered the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale, Form B (Weitzenhoffer & Hilgard, 1959) . Debriefing occurred after all 5s had completed this scale. There was no evidence that any 5 became aware of the true purpose of the hypnosis scales prior to debriefing.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Analysis of variance of pretest scores indicated no significant differences in hypnotiza- bility between groups (F < 1). However, there was a significant posttest difference between groups (F = 4.72, df = 3/30, p < .01). Pretest and posttest means on the 34 5s are presented in Table 1 .
Multiple comparisons via Scheffe's test (Ferguson, 1959 ) indicated significant differences between Groups B and A (F = 10.83, p < .001), B and D (F = 9.68, p < .001), and B and C (F = 2.93, p < .05). The differences between Groups C and D also approached significance (F = 2.59, .05 < p < .10).
In addition to these between-group differences, several within-group differences were also indicated and are presented in Table 1 . There was a significant overall pretest to posttest difference for 5s in the experimental groups (/ = 4.16, p < .001). This difference represents a mean increase in susceptibility of 2 points for all 5s receiving encounter group training. While the pretest to posttest increases for control 5s averaged nearly 1 point (as a result of practice alone), these increases were not significant.
These results provide support for Tart's conclusion that hypnotic susceptibility can increase as a result of therapeutic experiences. While his conclusions were made on the basis of a 9-mo. program of great variability, the present findings can be specifically attributed to encounter groups of 26-hr, cumulative duration.
The highest scores were obtained by 5s in the group allowing for the greatest interpersonal interaction (Group B). These 5s scored significantly higher than 5s in any of the other groups. While the absolute scores were lower for 5s in Group C (mixed), these 5s' mean increases were of the same magnitude as those for 5s in Group B (interpersonal). There were no significant differences between 5s in Group A (intraper;sonal) and control group 5s.
Despite the replication of Tart's findings of significant increases in hypnotizability, a conclusion that certain states of consciousness were disinhibited by the therapeutic experience is unwarranted. A more parsimonious explanation is that increased interpersonal trust, a well-supported concomitant of successful encounter groups (Golembiewski & Blumberg, 1970; Rueveni, Swift, & Bell, 1969) , was responsible for these changes. This is consistent with the evidence suggesting that hypnotic susceptibility is in part a function of the 5's trust of the hypnotist (e.g., Balaschak, Blocker, Rossiter, & Perin, 1970; Small & Kramer, 1969) . By increasing 5's trust of the hypnotist, it is conceivable that 5 will become more willing to engage in the kinds of behavior involved in hypnosis. Consistent with this contention is the finding that Group B, which maximized opportunities for interpersonal trust, was most effective. The only other group to demonstrate significant increases in hypnotizability (Group C) was also somewhat interpersonally oriented. The failure of Group A 5s to demonstrate increases is seen as a function of the group's intrapersonal orientation. An intrapersonal orientation allows for minimal interaction and hence produces less trust between members.
Regardless of theoretical biases, all investigators in the field agree that hypnosis is at least an interpersonal influence situation. It is possible that the kinds of interpersonal skills learned in the effective encounter groups transfer to this kind of interpersonal situation outside of the group. This use of hypnotizability has heuristic value as a measure of generalizable interpersonal behavior changes that occur as a result of therapeutic experiences. Research is now being conducted in our laboratories aimed at isolating the cognitive mechanisms involved in producing these changes.
